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WELFARE REFORM BILL/Moynihan Substitute

SUBJECT: Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995 . . . H.R. 4. Moynihan substitute amendment No. 2466 to the Dole
modified perfecting amendment No. 2280 to the committee substitute amendment.

ACTION: AMENDMENT REJECTED, 41-56

SYNOPSIS: As reported with a committee substitute amendment, H.R. 4, the Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995, will

overhaul 6 of the Nation's 10 largest welfare programs.

The Dole modified perfecting amendment would strike the provisions of the committee substitute amendment and insert ir
thereof substitute provisions, entitled "The Work Opportunity Act of 1995."

The Moynihan substitute amendmentwould enact the provisions of S. 828, the Family Support Act of 1995, as introduced b
Senator Moynihan. Provisions include the following:

® the required participation rate in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) JOBS program would be increased fi
20 percent to 50 percent by 2001;

® State job placement voucher programs would be authorized;

® the requirement that States must provide educational activities to individuals age 20 or older would be repealed;

o funding would be increased by $1.3 billion for the JOBS program;

® the Federal matching rate for JOBS and child care would go from 60 percent to 70 percent;

® parents under age 20 who are on AFDC and who are not high school graduates would be required to attend school;

® pregnant minors and minors with children would be required to live with a parent or under other adult supervision in orde
receive AFDC benefits;

® Mothers would not be eligible for welfare and Medicaid unless they have given the name of the father or fathers of tl
children to the State child support enforcement agency and have furnished other specified information;

® the Federal matching rate for State child support and paternity establishment costs would be increased from 66 percent
percent as of FY 1999;
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® States would be required to adopt in its entirety the Uniform Interstate Family Support Act;

® States would be required to have procedures for revoking or suspending driver's licenses and other licenses of individuals who
owe overdue child support payments or who have not responded to warrants relating to paternity or child support proceedings;

® new regulations would be promulgated with the intention of narrowing the definition of "disabled" used in determining
eligibility for Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits; and

® measures to raise funds would be enacted, including by changing tax procedures on expatriates and by limiting altgns' eligibil
for welfare benefits.

Those favoringthe amendment contended:

The following is a list of the percentages of children in various cities who received AFDC benefits in 1993: New York, 39
percent; Los Angeles, 38 percent; Chicago, 46 percent; Detroit, 67 percent; Philadelphia, 57 percent; and San Diega, 30 percent
These percents are higher if SSI benefits are included. Over the past 10 years, payments for disabled children undegrdva SSI pr
have gone up 400 percent. We do not have 400 percent more disabled children, of course, but this increase does shoa that we hav
a great many more children relying on SSI for public assistance. Children on welfare, by definition, are paupers--iruatifier to q
for AFDC benefits, one may have no more than $1,000 in assets. These statistics illustrate the absolute enormity of .the problem
few decades ago, only a small percentage of children were on welfare, but in major cities it is now common to find mdfre than ha
of all children dependent on public assistance.

The AFDC program in its earliest form started in 1935 as a widow's pension, meant to phase out as survivor's insurance matured.
Beginning in the 1960s, though, an explosive change in our social system totally changed the program's focus. Thatehange is th
rise of out-of-wedlock births. Those births were at 6 percent in 1960 and are at about 33 percent today. Today nearly all welfa
recipients are unwed mothers, and most of their babies are illegitimate. Widows make up only a tiny fraction of all cages. Wome
whose marriages have recently dissolved make up 42 percent of new enrollees, but these women typically stay on walfare less tha
2 years. However, they do not make up 42 percent of the welfare rolls because most (76 percent) of welfare recipiergs at any on
time have been enrolled for more than 5 years, and 65 percent have been on for more than 8 years. The huge problem is that the
illegitimacy rate has risen by 550 percent, and the mothers who are having those babies are getting and staying on welfare.

Though we are able to quantify the problem, we do not know the solution. The one bright spot on the horizon is the Family
Support Act of 1988. That Act was passed by the Senate 96-1 and was signed into law by President Reagan. That Act emphasized
work requirements, and it set up processes whereby States could apply for the right to try innovative approaches. Aunittedly, t
implementation of the Act has gotten off to a slow start, but in recent years some flexibility plans have been approveth@sid no
States have been making innovative proposals. In the past few years, we may not have learned much about how to slow the rise in
illegitimacy, but we have had some success in learning how to get the mothers of these babies into the workforce.

With this background, we turn our attention to the two pending amendments. The Dole amendment would essentially scrap the
current welfare system and turn it over to the States. The States cannot handle the problem; it is just too big anédo®larcaliz
fear is that this approach will result in the same type of catastrophe that followed the deinstitutionalization of metgakpitie
began in the 1960s. The idea was that they would be cared for in community-based centers. That program was signed into law, the
patients were released, the centers were not built, and the "homeless" problem was created. At the State, local, anel$;ederal le
politicians and activists talked about the lack of housing, when the problem was schizophrenia. Ten years from now wetdo not wa
to be debating how to solve the problem of homeless, abandoned children on the streets of America's cities.

Certainly we believe that some States and some cities may be able to cope. They may come up with solutions that continue to
lessen the welfare rolls, and they may be able to continue to provide for those people who are still destitute. Howewdrowe kno
experience that some States and cities will not do well. We know, for instance, that when the Food Stamp Program fissébegan St
were free to set their own levels and they set them at wildly different points, many of which were quite inadequate Nexesident
noted that the nutritional needs of children do not vary wildly from State to State, and that all American children desere to
healthy diet, and he accordingly proposed a national standard. Our point is that we need a federalist approach to svelfare. It i
appropriate to have national minimal standards, and to give States broad flexibility in meeting those standards.

Instead of scrapping the current welfare system, the Moynihan amendment would build on the recent successes of the Family
Support Act of 1988. It would increase the work requirements, increase funding for the JOBS program, and increase Btate flexibi
The amendment would built on the incremental successes of the 1988 Act. This approach is far safer and more rationgl than simpl
giving up. Senators should be aware that approximately half of all welfare recipients are found in 6 States. Senatordefitlys c
that the Federal Government has created this enormous problem; they also tell us that if we hand it over to the Statesagach St
handle it. It is a risky assumption we cannot support. The Moynihan amendment, on the other hand, would push us fuighér in the
direction, if not to lower the rate of illegitimacy, at least to lower the rate of welfare dependency. We urge our calleageps t
this alternative proposal.

Those opposinghe amendment contended:
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The Moynihan amendment would make incremental changes to the supposedly successful 1988 Family Support Act, whict
believe has managed to move people from welfare to work. Many of us voted for that Act in 1988. We now regret our vaes, be
in our opinion that Act has been a dismal failure. The welfare rolls increased from 11 million in 1989 to 14.1 million dodiegchs
result of the passage of that Act which was supposed to reduce the welfare rolls and cut costs. We will not vote for amt ament
"to reform" welfare that would do no more than make minor changes to a failed program.

In 1960 there were only 3 million people on AFDC. The number rose rapidly until it leveled off in 1972. In the deep recess
of 1974 and 1975 the number of people on welfare dropped dramatically. That recession was much deeper than the shallow rec
of 1991. The numbers climbed slightly during the Carter Administration, reaching 11.1 million in 1981. There were 10i8 millior
1982, and 11 million in 1989.

In 1989 the effect of the Family Support Act first began to be felt. That Act increased eligibility for welfare and inemefitsd b
including for education, job training, and child care. It also had some seemingly tough requirements, but softened thaplyonside
by adding exceptions. For example, the term "strict work requirements” was not applied to any mother with a child under the
of 6. As usual, the Federal work programs did not work, and adding funding to the AFDC program caused a 3.1 million growt
the welfare rolls. That surge cannot be attributed to the mild recession of 1991, because earlier recessions did hatgesult i
increases in the welfare rolls. Most of the new additions are mothers with illegitimate children who will remain on the rolls,
average, for more than 8 years.

This situation is tragic. Children from single-parent families suffer from more than poverty. The statistics tell the gtwcgnt0
of the juveniles in reformatories come from single-parent families; 72 percent of juvenile-murderers are from single-pa®nt fam
kids from broken families are 40 percent more likely to fail a grade and 70 percent more likely to quit school; and girls fr
single-parent homes are more likely to have births out-of-wedlock thus continuing the cycle of despair.

We should have been able to predict this rise in the welfare rolls for two reasons. First, Congress for years has said th.
solution to poverty is to enact jobs programs. It is so convinced of this fact that it has enacted one such programeaftat anoth
present, the Federal Government has 155 jobs programs, including programs covered by the 1988 Act. Obviously, the fact tr
are having this debate today illustrates that those programs have not worked. Second, increasing welfare benefits increas
number of people who enroll. Study after study has confirmed this fact, but politicians have had a hard time acceptimgdt. We:
as guilty as anyone in 1988 in believing that the programs we were designing would work to move people off of welfarektwe tho
the increased cost of the benefits would be offset by the savings from people leaving the rolls. We do not intend toamege the
mistake again. Tinkering with work programs that do not work, as proposed by the Moynihan amendment, will not help. Adding n
benefits, also as proposed by the Moynihan amendment, when we know from experience that adding benefits increases the r
of enrollees with illegitimate children, is an illegitimate solution.

In defense of the Moynihan amendment, some Senators have pointed to the flexible experiments States have been alloy
conduct under the 1988 Act. One such experiment they have mentioned has been by lowa, which has a successful work prc
We, though, view the success of that program as happening in spite of rather than because of Federal involvement. & took I
months to get the Department of Health and Human Services to grant it a waiver from stifling Federal regulations, blinitt had to
its proposal in order to gain that approval. Senators cannot point to successful efforts by the Federal Government-itpyirdan on
to the successes by States that have won grudging and limited approval from the Federal Government to try their own soluti

For some reason, our colleagues look at this result and give partial credit to the limits imposed by the Federal Govesnment.
believe it is federalism at its best as Federal bureaucrats draw the limits on State efforts to undo the damage caussdby dec
misguided Federal welfare policies. Without Federal management, they are certain that some States will prove grosslytincom|
at managing welfare programs. They envision masses of homeless children resulting from an ending of Federal control. Basi
nothing can shake our colleagues' faith in the Federal Government's abilities: not the fact that the Federal Governgeint has |
created the problem by creating a generous welfare entitlement; not the fact that all Federal efforts to reduce weifatk hate fa
the fact that only State innovations have succeeded; not the fact that $4.5 trillion has been spent on the War on Piobedgsince
in the 1960s; not the fact that illegitimacy has risen to 33 percent of all births; and not even the fact that everyycisildaiwda
$18,000 in debt because of the enormous Federal debt that has been amassed.

In addition to looking at experience, we have other reasons for believing that Federal control over welfare programs shou
removed. First, each State has its own unigue circumstances that it understands better than the Federal Governmeeadiherefo
State is more likely to be able to design an appropriate solution on how to get its people off of welfare and into jotisethan i
Federal Government with its uniform, one-size-fits-all mentality. Second, removing Federal control would remove a layer
bureaucracy and thus reduce administrative costs on the States. Third, the humble truth is that no one really knowsonkhat will
best. Giving States control would make them laboratories for change, and the best changes would quickly be copied arour
country. If a State were successful in eliminating welfare, lowering illegitimacy rates, and presumably also gaining numer
attendant social benefits such as reduced crime rates and improved educational performance, do our colleagues reatithdoubt th
States would rush to copy it? If the Federal Government retains control, then it will serve as the dam against improvements.

As with the Daschle amendment, there are some elements of the Moynihan amendment that are supportable. However, the
core approach of the amendment is simply to make incremental changes to a welfare system that has failed for decades. A
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approach is needed. We have great respect for our colleague from New York's grasp of the problem and of his absolute commitment
to solving it, but we believe that his proposed solution is misguided, and must therefore vote against this amendment.



